DOCOBBMI BBSOBE 



ED 207 755 

AOTBOR 
TITLE 



IHSTITOTIOH 

POB DATE 
ROTE 

EDHS PBICB 
DESCRIPTORS. 



IDSHTIPIEBS 



ABSTRACT 



BC 012 929 

Banks, Vera J.; Kalbacher, Judith z. 
Fan in^oie fieclpients and !Cheir Paailies: A 
Socioeconoaic ProfileJ Rural Developsent Basearch 
Report Ho, 30.* y 

Econoaip Research Service (DOA) , Washington, D«C. 
Edoaoaic Development Dlv. 
Sep 81 
32p. 

MP01/PC02 Plus Poa^tage. / ' ^ , 

Age Differences^ Blacks; Educational Attainnent; 
Educational* Status Coaparlson; Eleaentary Secondary 
Education; Ethnic Groups; *FaBlly* Characteristics; 
♦Paally Income; ♦Farmers; Geographic Distribution; 
Hultlple ^Employment; Population Distribution; ' 
♦Profiles; ♦Rural Farm Residents; Sex Differences; 
♦Socioeconomic Background; Spanish Americans; Tables' 
(Data) ; Whites • * 

♦Self Employment 



-Splclal tibulatlbn of the Harch 1976 Current 
Population Survey provided data on Income sources, geographic 
distribution, and social (ag-e, sex,* race, education), family, and * 
employment characteristics of farm Income reclpl^ts. of the 3.1 
million persons and 2.6 million families receiving ^oae farm 
^elf-employment Income in 1975, a larger proportion lived in 
nonmetropolltan (7MX) than metropolitan areas and in the combined 
Horth and Vest (6 IS) than the Sovth. Compared with the general 
population, recipients vere more likely to be white, male, and older. 
Their families vere more likel'S to be the husband-wife type, but less 
likely to have a family member under 18 years of ^ge. In 1976 t;he 
median number of school years at:tended by farm income recipients was 
12 years, close to the national median of 12.3^ only about Vsi.of all 
farm income people had total Income derived from farming. Median 
total personal Income, for persons with some farm self-employment 
income in 1975 was $8,219. Hedlan Income increased to «1l,136 for 
those with additional nonfarm wage Income. As the ^ajozMty of farm 
income reclplecfts alsil tad Income from additional sources (wages, 
investments, social security, retirement, welfare), little 
rep^ationship exis.ted between the level of^farm income . and total 
Income. (HEC)r , ' ' ^ • 
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Abstract < ^ 

Of the 3 1 million persons and 2 6 million families \%ho recei\^ed farm self- 
employment income tn 1975 a larger pr'oportioa lived in nonmelfopohtan 
than metropolitan areas jind in the coirtbined North and West than the 
South Compared with the general population, recipients were more likely to 
be White, male and crttter and.their falnilies of the husband-wife type Mesr 
recipients were primarily emploved in agriculture but 44 percent indicated 
primary emplovmenl m nonagricultJral industries The maiority of farm in- 
come recipients also had mcome from additional sources, thus little relation* 
ship was evidenrcd bptwcen the level ofj^rm income and total income ^ 
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lion rifi^ s^x^Xidcv edurotion. family charartoristics employ- \ 
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^Summary . ^ 

^The numbers ^ farms and farmpeojfle have dechned sloadily over the past 
several decades, but there v/ere still 3 1 million people reporting some farm 
self-emplovment income according to the latest detailed dal^ available on 
*lhis agricultural population Adding all farAily members to this group gives a 
total of 9 1 million people directly beliefitmg from such farm-generated 
income . * . ^ ' ^ 

ThiB stud<, basexi on a J>peciai tabulation of tbjHWarch 1976 Current Popula- 
tion Suryey gives a more detailed analysis than ;v]!hi pj^viou^ly available of 
the socioeconomic and demogr*jphic characteristics of these farm income 
recipients and their families Although Ihis gf6up has declmed in number 
since the 1976 survey, the basic characteristics reported in this studv re- 
main substantialK unaltered toda\^ 

Recipient of farnr^elf-emplovment income were moro^likelv to be White 
mdle dXKi older lhan the genei^al population Their families v^ere more likelv 
to be the husband-'tlile tvpe but less likelv than their nonfarm counterparts^ 
to have a famih member under IB years of age Alth(^ugh far'm income 
families were about average in sue they uere more hkelv to have {htpe or 
mqre earners than all other families 

Most persor>^ receiving farm seif-tjmpioymenl^ncome also had income from 
a vanetv of nojifarm sources Jhus, there was little relationship between the 
level of farm income and total income Wage and salary earnings were the, 
mos[ frequentiv reported additional source, but many reported income from 
sources such as properfy and interest, social security, and retirement Very 
few reported income frOm welfare payments 

harm se^f-^mplovment income recipients were mainly employed as farm 
operators or farm managers Those who h^jd primary off*farm )obs were 
most o/ton wage and salary workers in white- or'blue-collar occupations 
A^nculjure was also the'lcading industrial classification followed by 
jnanufact^nng trade professional services and construction 

A fourth of all farm income jJeople were in families thai reported a farming 
loss m the previous year However* this negative farm income was usually 
olh6[ by income from nonfarm^sources and these families often hac/median 
income levels as high as and sofnetimes higher than those reporting a low 
level of farm income \ , ^ 

Persons receiving farm self-employment income and their family members'* 
were dispfo^rtionatclv located in nonmetropolitan areas (7.4 percent) and 
in the combined Northern /ind Western Slates (61 percent) ^ 
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Introduction 

The numbers of farms and farmpeople have 
declined greatly over the past few decades, but 
farming as a business and a \vay of life \% vital to 
the N^iipn s i^ell-being InformaUun on people tied 
farming remains in high demand by the various 
governmenl agencies thai provide ser^^iceb to such 
people by researcheri? and planners who analyze 
'the sometimes diff^rpnt social and economic charac- 
teristics of farmpeople. and by the public w-hich 
ma^ view the land and farming as sor^€v^hat 
sacred 

r 

This study profiles farm income people, thai is per- 
sons and families receiving self-employment income 
from farming Income from farm self-employment, 
the identifier of our study group, is net monev in- 
come (gross receipts minus operating expenses) 
from the actual operation of a farm by an induid- 
uaL as an owner, rpnter, or tenant 118) Data vvere 
obtained from special tabulations of the Marob 
1976 Current Population Survey to allovN identjica- 
lion of these farm income people and a more de- 
tailed analysis than was previously possible While 
similar tabulations for more recent years are not 
Satiable, there is httle doubt that the general 
characferistics indicated'^still exist, 

People associated with agriculture n^y be identifie^l 
by residence, occupation, or income (table 1) Unfor- 
tunately none of these is all incluetve and each may 
include persorw wit)i little or no 'ties to farming The 
farm population, since first enumerated in the 1920 
Census of Population, has been defined as people 
living on places identified as farmS without regard 
to occupation or income- At thaUtmo. most peoj^le 
tied to farming lived on farms. fJffd farm residence 
was equated with farming as a way of life But 
progress thanged the. nature of far^ning and rural 
life, and the strong hssoci^iion between •farm resi- 
dence and farnj work weakened l^ven when the 
4orm "farm population" was conceptualized, there 
were some farm residents engaged^in hgnagricul- 



tural occupations ^d converseh bome persons 
emploved m agriculture who did not live on fdrm^ 

Rural life gradual!^ became more diverse esptcidiU 
after \iorld V\ar 31* as technology reduced farming 
manpower requirements* and freed farmworkers fur 
expanding job opportunities elsewhere There were 
also advances in farm production cajpabilities Irl 
1820, the average farmworker siippj^ied enough ' ^ 
farm products to feed four persons In the gext 100 
years, this ratio doubled to eight persons per farm- 
worker^ Following VVprld VVar\JI the ratio took a 
shar^ upswing and. b\ 1970, jumped to 47 persons 
iper farmworker In the late seventies one farm- 
worker suppired farm products fof 68 people [\\\ 

At the same time thatTarm employment le^^els 
dro{>ped, rural areas began to experience signifjcanl 
increases in pff-farm job opportunities Today s 
rural residents* whether they Jive on farm5 or not 
are more likely to be working ^in nunagnculturdl \x\ 
dustries than in farming But when employment 



Tltble 1— Concept/ of agriculturally related 
populations 



Concept 



Requirement Major limitation 



Farm occupation Work on 
farms 



Farm residence Live on farms Includes many who 

have no economic 
tie to farming 

Based solely on 
primary occupa- 
tions, excludes, 
persons with ^ 
SQCOndary lobsjbn 
farms 

Includes m^iny per 
sons with marginal 
or little depon- 
xienre on farming 



Farm income 



Inc(5me from 
farming 



Income 



/ 



dala ^\ure firs>l Lullected (1820). lhree-{ourths of the 
T^Tdl uorkforce ^xere employed in agriculture (3) 
Smce then th^ proportion of farm operators work- 
ing uff their farms has risen steadiU^ Although b\ 
1929 onh 30 percent of all farm operators reported 
anv iff-farm work h\ midcentur\ (he proportion 
rose to-nearK 40 percent and h\ 1974, 55 percent 
reported some off-farm vvork [14] In the 1974 agri^ 
cultural census half of these operators stated that 
their off-farm inconre equaled or exceeded the value 
of f<um product s>ales The incidence of other farm 
^famil\ members \\orkmg off the farm has also m- 
creasi?d signifirantk As» a consequence total non- 
farm income todav often exceeds income flerived 
from farming 

Despjte the rhan^^in>? enuronment v\ithin vxhich 
ftirmpeople live the\ ,stiil possess characteristics 
distmrtive from thoso of their nonfarm counter- 
parts Conditions associated v\ith persons"tied*to 
a^^nculture b\ residence or occupation are uell 
doc umented irf ongoing? annual reports on the farm 
r.esidenl population and hired farm workforce' 
respertueK (20 12 13) This anahsis centers on the 
socioec ^momic and demographic characteristics of 
farm income people, and t\hen relexant relates 
Jheir chararteristirs to those of other farm and non- 
farm groups . ' 



Income 

Farm self-emplu\ment imume is examined here in 
terms of how mut h u contributes to total income, 
and whether differences m the degree of depen- 
dence on farming varv h\ location and characteris- 
tics of the recipients 

Farm Income Recipiency 

In March 1976 there were 3 1 million people who* 
had received some farm self-employmenl injCt)me in 
the previous year These people, refer recTfo here a« 
farm income recipients represented 2 6 million 
familMS and 268 000 unrelatecl individuals About 6 
million familv members were associated with the 
farm in< ami r^c Ipienls welding a ioUil farm income 
popuhition of 9 1 million 

We shoiiiti nitlr in < umparing income levels thai 
munv\ in<omi' does iwi r*;/lec I Ihe fact that man\ 



fa'milies receive part of their im ume ju iiu iuini ui 
nonmonev transfers su( h as fuud stcinips h# .^itli 
benefits and subsidized housing cUkI s<>mL eu*:; 
nonmone> income m the form uf rrnl-lrr* iiuu^jug 
and goods produced and tonsumpiJi uji ih*' f,um 
Moreover^ for manv reasons respfind^rits oU»'n 
underreporl their incomes This uii'iei pMUuu^ 
t^ds to bie more pronounced fur nunearmntis m 
come, such as social securitv unemplovment ccjm- 
pensation public assistanc*e and nrl uu nrrif' ir^m 
interest dividends, and rentals I J/i, 

In measuring farm income and decr^ >e nf fl<'p* n 
dSnce on farming this stud\ onK mi huu s net t um 
self-emplo\ment income perst^ns ^mi ♦nrnili* '^ - 
ferred to are thos^ reporting rer eipt su^ in , 
come. mainK farm operators and th' ir i innUn"- \ v 
eluded are persons and families wifti ^^inin^v ii um 
farm wage and sal<ij\ jobs whrj did not 
farm self-emplovment income lh(^ ♦ i' t num*** r 
individuals <Jnd families with sji< h i A\\u Mti(;rj^ is 
unknown but in 1976 there were 2 8 rmllion p' odU' 
who did some farm wage work dunnij ih*' wmt ond 
about 400 000 families headed bv i I i .or' r- ind 
supervisors { 10 27) 

Spurces Incoqie 

Persons with some farm self-emplo\nn^rjt nm\' 
like man^ other employed people heiv^' duf rse 
ources of income Of the 2 8 mdlinn p^opN r^^p^r^t 
mg complete income information <jhotit 13 p^^r^-^^jit 
indicated farming as their liole inuimv su\r' ^Varul- 
the remaining 85 percent reporteti ivi^f^v "rom.H 
\*eriet\ of sources liable 2) lhe.|[rer*t#*vt pr'>pnrh n 
of these also received wage and s*ilar\ nu <;m»^ 
others had income from sources such as pr<)perU 
and interest investments, social secuntv j^etire- 
ment» and welfare payments An earlier studv n- 
come sources for farm families al<^^i found th^Ko 
wages and salaries were the most oiU^n r»»pur!* A 
additional soufce and made up the largest sbai* ^1- 
off-farm income [8] 

The effects of additional inc om*' s<Hir^ es ,uf o\uu gt 
in an examinatwn of median in< <jmr In suuf ' e \ nr 
^ all persons with som<* farm sf^li empl'Amt^ru jim 1^1* 
in 1075 thr median income -'Was S^j MOfj'yhl^' ^ 
The hightkst mecinan— Sll 1 ib—n(< nri^d ^rfiuntjt i 
sons who fomhmed j^elf-emplovrrirut v.iiii .\ ui'l 
salarv etirniH^s IncHviduals \\\u> 4 ^ ' -N' - d 




in< <^rfsi m'ituJ* ihi n» onrf l/iU<i mdAulu «k 
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labie 2 --Source of incffiie in 1975 for persons with some farm self'employment 

by residence, region, race, and sex' 
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Idble i--^\ledian Income by source in 1975 for persons with some farm s6lf-employment income. 

by residence and region* 



^lii.f* * <tf ui< omo 



\lediaft total porM)n<il inr omp 
Unilod Metro- Norynotro- ^^^^^^^ 
Stalos pohtdo pohtan 



North 
ami U»»st 



Ml 



ti ,>,n* trirm self «»mph)\ment imome 8219 11557 



f irai Mr If pmpiovtinent income «ind 
0 iiHi nonfarm si>lf mplovmcnt 
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retirement income and investment mcorfip ranked 
second and third in medi2fn income level resper- 
tivelV As expected those with additional mcome 
from nonearned sources (public assistance and or 
other welfare payments) had the^lo\\esl median jn- 
,come for that vear (S2.915) Persons \u\h addiln^ndl 
income from social security also had a lo^ median 
income (S4.562) The concentration of recipients of 
these two latter income sources in the lowest in- 
come brackiets existed regardless of the recipients 
race, metropohtan status or region of residence 

These medians mdicate that wages and salaries 
contributed to improved income levels The propor- 
tion of persons who also had wage and salary 
come increases vMth total personal income In 1976 
about two-thirds of all farm inr(>me persons with 
total personal income over S6.000 also had wage 
and salarv 5*rning^ However wages and salaries 
boosted the median most for per^ns living in melro- 
pohtan areas and in the Northern and Western 
States In both nonmetropohtan areas and the 
Southern Slates persons with pensions (including 
railroad retirement) had the highest median 
incomes 

Earnings (wages salaries, and or self-emplo\ment 
mcome) mafce up the largest source of family income 



• nationalh but most families also ha\e additional 
* sources Examjn«ition of fh^se other income ^uurc 
among farm income families found mter<)bt pav^ 
ments to be the most frequenllv reparled (table 4| 
Over half reported receipt of some miernsi mrtimr 
.wi,lh the incidence somewhat more prdnoumod 
^ among metropolitan families and families living in 
the combined Norlhe^'n and Western Stales Many ' 
families also reported Government transfer pay- 
ments, mainly social security and railroad retire- 
ment— a reflection of this population s older age 
structure The least frequently reported additional 
income source was public assistance and welfare 
payments 

A matrix of farm self^employmenl income b\ total 
family lAcome does not show a distinguishable rela- 
tionship between levels of farm income and total in- 
come (representative medians from the matrix are 
shown m la^le 5} The highest total family mceme 
median oc<furs, a^ expected, where farm income is 
highest— SIO.OOO and over However lower farm in^ 
come levels and even jhe farm incom*e loss category 
also have high medians In fact, families reporting a 
negative farm income often had median income 
levels aJmosI as high and sometimes higher than 
those with substantial farm income In support of 
this, an earher study of individuals fihng farm tax 



Table 4-Type of other income recipiency in 1975 for families w\th some farm self-empIoymeAi income. 
^ ' by residence and region' 



Type of other income recipiency 



fojal families 

Families with farm self-employment income and 
Socia/security and/or railroad retirement income 
U S . Stale and/or local government income 
Publig assistance and/or Welfare payments 
Interest income 

Dividends and/or estates and/or rental ' 
Income 

Unemployment rompensatioix and/or veterans" 

payments and^or workers" compensation income 
Pnv?3le and/or government employee pension mcomo 

All other income » 



Total 



2.575 



644 
64 

22 
1 395 

904 

/i41 
^ 192 

117 



Number of families ^ 
\Jelro- Nonmetro- 
pohtan 



politan 



South 



Thaiisands 



North 
find West 



046 


1 929 


' 1 039 


1536 


157 


487 


■296 


348 


13* 


50 


45 


19 


2 


21 


n 


10 


424 


972 


504 


891 


249 


655 • 


108 


596 


80 


262 


15! 


191 


59 


1 )3 


99 

* 


93 




117 


51 


64 



^ ^ Zero or 4 number whuh roun<H to jpto 
Porson? AS of March i976 
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Table 5— Median family income in 1975 for persons in families vvUh some Lrm self emplo^meni inv-omc. 

by residence and region" 



Farm self-emplo>ment 

tncomc 9 



United 
States 



Median total family income 

Metro- Nonmelro- 
politan ^ politan 



South 



North 
and West 



DoJ/ors 



iotal 
Income loss 



13.435 
11.439 



17.936 
14.355 



12.184 



10.219 



12.316 
13.112 



14.117 
8.866 



N'et money iiYCome 
$1 toS499 
S500 to S999 
Sl.QOO to S 1.999 
S2',000 to S2,999 
S3,000 to S3.999 
S4.000 to S4.999'* 
S5.000 to S6,999 
S7.000 to S9.999 
S 10.000 and over 



1K647 
13.942 

8.738 
10.493 

7.922 
12.985 
1M99 
11.626 
23.737 



16.909 
21.808 
16.734 
13.662 
12.390 
19.144 
17,272 
13.223 
25.000 + 



8.943 
8.881 
8.023 
10.135 
7,663 
12,107 
10,4?9 
10.925 
23.360 



10.948 
8 604 
7.570 
10.132 
, 7 056 
11,900 
10,392 
13.031 
.23.462 



12.432 
18.875^* 
11.395 
10 733 
8,216 
13,336 
U.367 
11,168 
23,818 



Pf^rson* of \ldr^Ll976 



returns ui 1970. found that ^The higher Ihe basic 
mCQme the more frequent became the reporl6,d farm 
losses." a«d "Nonfarm income was substantially 
higher lor the farm loss group than for the group 
reporting farm profits" [5], 

Abuui a fuurlh uf all farm incorntTpeople ^vere In 
0f flimilics that reported a loss from their farming 
tuities durmg A975 ' This, however, is nut a reflec- 
tion of their oviirall income level, as families are in- 
cluded m this category regardlesb of the amount of 
nonfarm income received Therefore, farm loss does 
nul nccebsarily indicate low socioeconomic well- 
being of faijhi families' Earlier studies found thai 
the amount of loss incurred tendb tu be relatively 
small find js generally offset b/ mcfime received 
(rum nunfarm soujxes (4) Apparently, nunfarm 



'lh«« proportion of rnrm mromtJ families rrporlinj? a farm loss is 
stmil.ir Ut Ihrti foun<l h\ Crerink for 1973 \7) Howcvor Ihc Intpr 
nnl Rovonu»^ Sorvirti reported that nearty hsif^ ot all farm pro 
pn«(i>r^ filing »i 1hj( return in 1975 reporltul li farm Iimjs 
Spts mI f-tMU-iHl Un, rulo5 ai(o«cle(l farmors i.in rrdutn (he 
'imounl of fdrm inuinie ^ubjci I lo Fwloral rfji orpo lax (9) Thore i*« 
httir »nformalton <«vaitaMfi lo doterminn tl}^ oxtcnl to whirh in* 
<om«- <oil»^< U'ii in iho \Utch 1976 Ci/irronI Population Surv<*y 
rrflfH^t tho UM^ of those ^prcial lax provisions 
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tomb buffiuenlly subtain^^ mobt uf these familieb 
even wh^n no profit i3 earn^^d from the farm 

The proportion reporting farm lobb was bignificanlly 

higher in the South^than' in the rest of th(} country 

This regional variation may be partly explained by 

llife'dibproporiionale representation of small fari^s 

in the South Such bmall farming operationb have 

been found to be strongly associated with farm losb. 

• 

Another way of examining the importance of farm 
income ib to derive a ratio of family farm income to 
total family income This ratio indicates that the ma 
jority of farm income people had relatively low 
dependence on farming acliviiieb. with personb in 
the South somewhat less dependent than ihobe in 
the remainder of the country (table 6) About 5 per 
cent of all farm income people were in families wUh 
total dependence on income derived from farming 
Such low dependency relates to the fart that most 
families have more than one jncoma sourre and, on 
the average, these nonfarm sources yield higher 
returns Perhaps a realistic measure of persons 
With very strong farm lieb would be Ihobe with 75 
percent or more dependency. Roughly a fourth of 
the northern and western farm income population is 
CjOund at this level, a proportion nearh twue that 
found in the South. 
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Geographic Dislrlbution 



Table 6— Deflree of dependence on farminc in 1975 for persons in families with some 
^ farm self* employment income, by residence, region, and race* 



Degree of dependence 



Iota! poopk> 
Number 



Percentage 

Dogreo of dependence (perrenl) 
1000 

■75 00'^ 99 99 
50 00 - 74 99 
25.00- 49 99 
15 00' 24 99 . 
. 0 01 - 14 99 

Loss 



Uniled 
States 



9.139 
1 

100 0 



48 
15 2 

92 
127 

68 

25 2 

26 1 



Metro- 
I^hlan 



2,361 



100 0 



1 7 

8.4 
85 

106 
64 

32.0 

32.4 



Nonmetro- 
politan 



South NpHh and ^ ^yf,^^^ 3,^^^ 



Wesl 



6,779 



100 0 



59 
17 5 

94 
13 5 
. 69 
2^9 

23 9 



Thousands 

3,526 ^ 
Percent 
'100.0 



46 
80 
9^ 

100 
64 

28 6 

32 7 



5.613 



100 0 



49 
19 7 

88 
14 5 

70 
23 2 

21 9 



8,732 



4.6 
15 4 

9 1 
12«7 

66 
24 8 

26.8 



tNTMJns AS of \i,ir< h 1976 ' 



327 



100 0 ^00.0 



60 
99 
119 
13 4 
94 
38 5 



109 



Geographic Distribution 

A hirgcr proportion of feirm inromo recipiont,s ,\m\ 
persons jn families receiving farm self-employment 
inrome lived in nonmetronplitan t^iein metropolitan 
areas and in (he rombinc*ci North and WusI than Ihc 
South (tables 2 and 7) While histonral information 
on farm inrome people js hmited data are available 
U}T the farm resident, population and thoru is little 
doubt that rhanges in the distribution of iho feirm 
inromn population would rloscly resenxblu those of 
the fa rm residc*nf population Many of the same' in- 
divulnals are included in both populations— m 1970 
neariy two-thirds of all farm inrom'e families lived 
on farms (i5)* As will bo discussed lator, these two 
farm-rulatud populations share many common rhar- 
tiMonstirs and behavioral patterns 

With respect lo farm residents thc^ South had rtore 
than half of alt farm people until about 1950 Hut 
mftrhnniznfjon of rolton prodiirtitjn and Ibo near 
abandonment of tht» share^lenanl system of farn)ing 
rc^sullcd in heavy outmigration and a smqilor south- 
#*rn share of th(» farm population lotal Other parts 
of Ihc Nation were less subicM I to such clrastif 
rhangos in agrtc nitural strurturo and, over limc the 
balance shifted. By 1976, the bulk of the farm rc*si- 
dent population, hke the farm income population. 
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^ lived in the North and West Only 35 percent of 
* farm residents and 39 percent of farm income peo- 
pie remained in the South (1) 

V 

Both farm groups are predominantly nonmetropoii- 
^tan. but^about one-fifth of the farm resident and 
one-fourth of the farm income population livo vMthin 
the boundaries of^tandnrd Metropolitan Statistical 
^ Areas (SMSA s) as defined in 1970 (2) Many, 
leading agricultural counties contain metropolitan 
cities, especially in the West Furthermore manv 
metropolitan fringe counties are metropolitan only^ 
because of |ob commuting patterns and remain 
predominantly agricultural^in land use 

Only about a tenth of all Blacks in the farm income 
population in*l976 resided m metropolitan arc\is/ 
c ompared with a fourth of all Whitos Blacks wero 
also much more likely to live in Southern Statcjs 
than wore Whiles— only 3, percent of the Black farm 
^ income population lived outside the South in lO/'G, 
c ompared with two^thvrds of the Whites Persons of 
Spanish origin in this population group wvro almost 
equally dislriLfCtcd between metropolitan and non« 
metVopolitan areas, but moro often located m the 
North and West than the South 

■ ) • 
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There are also geographic differences' m income 
levels 6f farmpeopLe* The 1975 median mtome of 
farm income recipients hvmg m metropolitan areai>^ 
was SU.557 compared with only S;^,499 for non^ 
metropohtan recipients (table 3). Reasons for this 
differential are numerous and complex, but the 
following are undoubtedly mvolveTd. (1) Metropolitan 
recipients are less likely to be solely dependent on 
their farm inccJme than are nonmetropolitan recipi- 
ents, and off-farm sources tend to yield greater in- 
come than farming activities, [2] Recipients living in 
or near large cities may have access to better alter- 
natives for augjienting their farm incomes (for ex- 
ample, higher paying white-collar jobs), and (3) In- 
come levekin genera! Tend to be higher in metro- 
pohtan than nonmetropolitan areas 

Patterns for the total farm income population mirror 
those oS recipients-Regardless of farm inoome l^veL 
the median for metropolitan farm^ income people 
was consistently higher th6n that' of their 
nonmetropolitan counterparts (table 5j Although the 
regional gap was not as great as that between 
n^etropohtan and nonmetropolitan areas* in most 



cases median income levels in the North and West 
exceeded those m the South These findings, are con" 
sistenl ^ilh overall national family medians ^hich 
indicate lower incomes in the South [18] 
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The social characteristics that distinguish farm in 
come recipients from their nonfarm counterparts 
ar,e examined hei^ in terms of age. sex. race and 
education. 

Age 

« 

On the average, people receiving farm self- 
employment income are older than their nonfarm 
counterparts. Persons ivilh farm self-emplovmenl in 
come, for all practical purposes, arc synonymous > 
with farm operators reported in the censuses of 
agriculture and their characteristics^may be viewed 
interchangeably Given the ivell-publicized agin^ 
trend of the Nation s farmers, it as not surprising 
that neafly livo-thirds of the farm income recipients^ 



Table !7— Racoi Spanish origin, and sex of persons in families with some farm self employment income 

by residence and regionKMarch 1976 

^ "> 

„ „ . ' ' Number of persons 

Race. Spanish origin, - - - * - 

gj^j s^j^ United, Metro- ^ Nonmetro- 

States ' politan politan 



All races^ 
Tolal 
Male 
Female 

White 
Total 
Male 
Female 

Black- 
Total 

^ Male 
Female 

Spanish origin * 
Total 
Male 
Female 



9.139 
4788 
/ 4,351 



8*732 
4,566 
4,167 



327 
183 
144 



106 
57 
49 



2,361 
1,246 
t,115 



2,289 
1,203 
1.086 

> 

40 
21 
18 



52 
29 

23 



Thousands 



6,779 
3,543 
3,236 



6.443 
3,362 ' 
.3.081 



288 
162 
126 



54 
28 
26 



South 



3.5S6 
1,851 
1.675 



3,173 
1,655 
1,518 



318 
179 



139 



42 
22 
20 



North 
and West 



5«613 
2,937 
2,676 



5.560 
2.911 
2.649 



63 
35 
29 



4?^noM of 'Spamsh origin m^y bo of any race 



AC 
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vAjr^e 45 >ear5 of age or older in 1976 <ind v^er^ 
represented by a median age uf 51 ^ears b 
and 9) Abool U\o-nfths of persons rettumg ulher 
lypes of incornp \Cer& 45 sears old ur'over aiwl their 
median age of 40 ^ears wa?, significdnHv luivor (i6) 

^N^^inle some of th^ ^go differejict is^.*! furn liun af 
selPsm^Iovmenl in gGner^l^part ruldies sp^uHcdHs 

'arming The" older; age structure of farm^Tis 
tii;SlQped gradually over the pa^l Juw depddes, 
pnnclp^jiJ^as a result of moderni/<jlidn lij 



agrituUuro Perhnological advances fostered con* 
^olidation of smaller farms mto larger raore eco- 

^ i]om»callv (jffiueot units, thereby reducing tha 
fHimber of facmi> and simuitaneousiy. labor re- 
mrtremenli> U ith the high capital jn^^stmonls 
♦ ^M0s^T^i for modern farming and Hmiled 

.-^iFaildbihtv uf good farmland, it became iiTcreasuig-' 
ly, difficult for young adults to enter farming As * 
fewvr voung people entered fariwing, the average * 
age of (Existing opera,tors was raised Also, the 
nature of farmmg is sigh that older operators may 



Table 8-- \^e/)f persons with some f§rm self employment income. by.resideDce and region, Marcb 1976 



Umted MtJtro; 



All ptif sons 
Under lfif*sears 

18-64 years 
18-24 >«ar$ 
25-34 years 
35'44 years 

• 45-54 years 
55'64 years 

65 yt-ars ami ov(tr 



rtumb^r of persons 
Non- ■ 

metro- South , 



jStattjs . poJitan pohlan 



North 

and 
West 



Percenla^fe dtstnbutK)n 

^ ' ' Non* 

United' Metro- metro- 
Stataft ^1] 



ihlan pohtan 



South 



North 
* and 
Welt 



3.066 


77^ 


ThoU SQn<fc - 
2 290 


1.208 


1 658 


V 10*3 0 


100 0 


100 0 


100 0 


100 0 ^ 


•36 


8-* 


27 


16 


19 


1 2 


1 1 


1 > 


1 4 


10 


2415 
\77 

^^01 
496 
661 
661 


622 
42 
'124 
' f29 
149 


1 793 
135 ' 
277 
* 367 
• 513 - 
50 1 


930 
^ 55 
138 
171 
283 
282 


1 485 
121 1 

263 
324 
378 
398 


, 78 8 

13 1 

162 

21 6 

22 2 


, 80 2 
■ 54 
160 
. ,16 6 
192 
23 1 


^8 3 
59 
12-1 
16 0 
'224 
21 9^ 


46 
11 4 
H2 
23 4 
23 4 


^ 79 9 
65 
14 2 
17 4 
20 4 
21.4 


61G 


146 


470 ' 


262 


354 20 1 


16 6 


20 5 


\ 21 7 


19 0 



Table 9— Age of persons with some farm self-emplgymenl income, h\ race and sex. itferch 1976 



Age 

AlUrorsons 

Under 18 years 

,18-64 yoar8 
lb- 24 years 
^ * 25.34 ^5acs^ 
35-44 years 
45.54 years 
55^64 years 

1 . 65 joars and over 



^ Number of persons 
While "Black ^ Male^ Jeijiale 

Thousands ^~ 



2:956 

36 

2.327 
170 
388 
463 
641 
645 

593 



86 



68 
3 
7 

10 
18 
30 

18 



Per centa ge disfc^ution 
While ^ Blacm Male Female 



Percent - 



2.705 


361 


- 100 0 


100 0 


100 0 


100.0 




> * 










31 


4 


1 2 




1,2 

■ ,* 


1 2 


2.207 


206 


78 7 


76 6 


' 81 6 


57.5r 


167 


9 


• 5.8 


34 


• 6.2 


2 5 


364 


. 17 


13,2 


86 


14.2 • 


4,6 


453 


43 


, '■ 16 3 


115 


^ 16.7 


U8 


620 ' 


41 


' 21 7 


20 5 


22.9 


11.4 


562 


96 


• 216 


34 7 


21.5 


27 2 


466- 


149 . 


20 1 


21 4 


17.2 


41.4 



— a Zero or it r\.unjlx*r wht< h rounrU lo xAro or a percwt whtch rouniii to th^n 0 1 
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^asilv-^leldv ruliremunl until later years, furihur * ^ 
limiting upportunitiT)s for potential yoUhg farmers 
lb), Only about 9 perLent of persons self-employed in 
The nonfarm sector were 65 years old or over in 
i976. tpmpared with ib perirent of those \i\ thu 
• {arm sector * ♦ * . , 

\\\ivx\ all family mumburb are added to the ^roup of ^ 
inhume vvk ipitiots. Iheir median age of 35 years is 
nulablv higher than the 29-yeartmedion for nunfarra 
. pcuph' (.umpJnsun gf age j^tructufes reveals that 
ihr ^iffun'nc betwx»^n farm income people and 
pcuplr Ihrir age nut in farm income families do not 
Vxtund uvunlv across age groups (fig 1)- The 
• )5rtMt(»st diifen»n(r tJMsts within the commonlv 
. ilt'signatud ^vurking ageb which are between 18 and 
64 vi'a^-s both iniom^^roups show about the 

same propoiliRn in Ihube eLonomicallv.aclive agus. 
the largest ron( entrations within the farm group 
were in the age categories over 45« while the 
^ highest pen enl<igps of the nonfarm.group wore m 
the under-35 age categories (19) 



Uhen il<ila <iri viuwud foi Si'tet I st3gmunts^jf llic 
faim iiu ume pupulaliun <iKe dislribuliuns jiulii aU' 
Lompus^Uunal differcn< es (table 10) .Ihi MtHluui agi 
was highi r tor farm luiomi' pi*upU in Ihi Suiiib 
than lu the n»st uf the Naliuii ( iB 0 u dis t omp<ireil 
with \2 7 V(Mrs) and somewhat higher in nonmelro* 
j)olitan than in metropohtan areas (35 4 vears (^om- 

spared wUh ii2 vears) Ihe ( (iiisidi*r<i(>K highi r 
average age of the soulhi rn farm imome pupulaljuu 

'is thought to rf'flei I l>olh the greater exit nl uf 
ili'i hue in aumlier of suulhern farms in let eiit 
tlet^nles — ihus fun ing lljie agi* up In less enlr^ of 
the voung — anil thi* greater propensdv for nuithirn 
an<l wuslt'rn farmers to move to lov\n in ri^tirem* nl 
rather than * onlinui to live in Ihc t olinlr^suU'*wilh 
small-stah optlrations Blai ks v\err (on^uierabU - 
vounger than Uhih»s ami as is true fur ihe K*^iei<il 
popul<ilion persons of Spanish (Jiigiu ^ere ewiv 
voungerj table W) ^ ' 

Age also varies bv degree t*f dependc^m e on f/if m 
ing. as measured by the ratio (A famdv farm income 



Figure t 



Farm and Nonfarm Income Populations by Age, March 1976 

Percent 




55 64 
years 



65 years 
and over 



Source U S 8u(eaii of the Census Current Population Survey 
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Table 10— Age of persons in families vdAx some farm^eIf«employmenl income, 
by residence and region. March 1976 



A«e 


uiiiieQ 
States 


Number of persons 

Metro Ji^T , ^ 
Rolnan J^^^*^ ' South 


'and 

* 


United 
States' 


Percent<ij«e distnbulKpn 
MeJro- 

pohlan ^'[[^o- ^''^>»»h 
politan 


>ni 111 








Thousands 




































All i>crM)n& 


9,139 


2 351 


6 779 


3 526 
/ 
930 


^5.611 


100 0 


/ 100 0, 


1000 


100 0 


100 0 


Under 18 vears 


2 651 


• 669 


1982 


1 721 


29 0 


28 4 


29 2 


26 4 




18-64 >ear> 
18-24 vears^ 
25'34 >e.irs. 
35-44 >oars 
45-54 >oaf> 
55-64 y<?ars. 


5'S04 
1 051 
880 
1 028 
1 317 
1 228 


1 450 
312 
242 
277 
314 
105 


4 054 
740 
638 
7^2 

1 003 
922 


2J75 
389 
331 
376 
558 
520 


3 329 
661.^ 
54^9^ 
652 
758 
708 


60 2 
11 5 
96 
11 3 
14 4 
13 4 


61 4 
13 2 
10 3 

"l3^ 
129 


. 59 8 

10 9 
94 

11 1 
14 6 

no 


el > 

. 11 0 
94 
10 7 
158 
14 7 


59 J 

. 11 a 

98 
M 6 
I f5 
« \2b 


(^5 ><^^r> *ind ovor 


984 


241 


743 


421 


561 


10 8 


102 


11 0 


119 


10 0 



to fnmilv total income < Median age tends to be older 
for persons in families Avith less dcpendencG on 
farming except for the somewhat younger group 
showing farm inromclbsscs By dependence 
calogorv these medians are 



100 percent ' 
75-99 percent 
50-74 percent 
25-49 percent 
15-24 percent 
0-15 percent 
Farm income loss 



29 0 years 
28.4 years 
34 6 years 

39 9 years 

40 0 years 
39 0 years 
32,4 years 



1 



/ 



One reason for the higher median ages in the lower 
depondpnry groups is that as people become older 
they often recbive more income from investments or 
inlerp^t fr^jm savings 

^ f 

Another aspect of the income effect is the way in 
whirh flgp varips by source of income Examination 
of the various sources for farm income r.ecipionts 
fjnds the highest median age (62 6 years) occurs 
among persons with farm self-employment and some 
typp of nonwage mcome. such as property, invest- 
ments, and pensions As expected* people who 
receive only farm solf-employmenl income wore , 
somewhat older than pprsons whoso only other 
source was wage and salary earnings (44 5 years 
compared with 41 7 years) This finding relates to 
the need and prarlire of younger faripors supple^ 
monting their farm incomes by finding omploynront 
off the farm 



Sex 



Persons receiving farm self-employment income are 
predominantly male As of 1976, only about i2 per- 
cent of the Nation s 3.1 million farm income recip^ 
ients wore female (table 9) Malei have dommated 
farming to the extent that the census of agriculture 
only recently began reporting data on women 
farmers, who now form a growing component. Slill. 
there were 749 males for every i60 females iij the 
farm income recipient group This sfrx ratio varied 
somewhat, but males far outnumbered females in 
metropolitan as well as nonmetropohlan areas and 
in ma|or geographic regions of the' country, 

These findings reflect the basic nature of farm work 
and the way in which income is reported Even 
though most farm wives do some farm work, their' 
income is not separable from that of their- husbands 
and total family farm income is.reporle^l under the 
husband's entry Most of the farm women credited 
with receipt of farm income either are involved iii 
the enterprise alone or are widows Also, females, 
for a combination of social and economic reasons, 
are loss likely than nwles to remain alone irll farm- 
ing There IS a strong tendency for oulmigrafion 
among single farm women upon reaching maturity 
and of o[dor farm women upon widowhood 

A large share of both males and females m the 
group also received income from investments, but 
males more (jfton earned additional income from 
wage and salary employment, wh(»reas more of the 
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v^omen received social stJcunlv payments The 
• higher mridearej)f social securit\4)eiiofils for 
* • females* Jb a rf^tmion of their old^ age structure 
0\er 40 perr<*^t of ihe vvornen i\qre 65 vears'of age 
and over/ami their, median age of 6L8 v^as more 
than 10 vears older than that for. male recipients 
Moreover uhite there is a greateno^pensitv for 
outmigMtion amonji; the group himoTthe women 
Were wi(lov\ed compared wjth onlv 2 percent of 
the oien 

■» ^ 

Males also make up a Wer proporti^'of alt per- 
sons in famdie?> vMth farm self-em^^j^yment ingome ^ 
th^n do fi)ma!es (tahle 11) There C\ere 110 males m 
this population for ever\ 100 females— a ratio verv 
rlose to*that nf the farm resident population (109 
males p<?r 100 females) In comparison, feftiales are 
tht* mcijoritv m the nonfarm population vMth onlv 93 
mates peU.60 females 

Ihft lower representation of females in the farm 
populatjmi largelv stems from (heir higher rates of / 
oglmisraav>n in resppnse to limited |ob oppor* 
tUnitieff Historically there has been «i greater de- 

>mand for male labor in the farm Sector, and while . 
the force of this economic push has diminished, ef- 
fert<i of past patterns arc stilt visible in the sey 
makeup of farm resident and income people aliUe 



Race and Spanish OrigiQ 

^Of the 3 1 million reupients of lam ^t'tf-umrli»vn^*'n? 
^ndome feported in 1976^onh 86 000 w^^rr BLk k 
• and 26.000 of.Spanish origin (who m.i\ bf^ nf dn\ 
rac«) Associated with these rer ipients wt^r 
327,000 Black and 106 000 Spanish QT\m f infflv 
members representing? 4 percent and 1 p^^rf rnt of 
the total farm income population Trspvi 
7) These proportions are verv similar to thobe 
found in the farm resident pot/ulation— both have a 
higher proportion of Whites^ find lower propnrtforis 
of Blacks and persons of Syamsh (.rj^irj th injhnr 
nonfarm counterparty 



Such low representaiion of minontv j^nmp'- ^t^^ms 
frojn the long^erm racial and elhnit * f^mp^siti^n nf 
the N'atio;i'i> farmers Tl^ 1974 <i«ri< ultuf <il r wnsu^ 
reported that onlv 2 percent of over 2 milbon farm 
operators were BlacV and let>s than 1 per<ent v^ere 
of Spanish*ongin Todav s>lsmall Blar k farm rompo- 
nenf has been associated -vvith hecuv lf>sses m the 
number of colloit atfd Tobac>b farms whrre Blacks 
have always had a disproportmnalp tt'presentatjjon 

Black recipients were less likelv than \\ Kites tfi 
have additional income sourr es Jn 1976 *^bout 20 
percent of all Black recipients reporteri farm s^^tf 



Table 



ll^Age oC^rSons In 



r 



Age 



All persons, ^ 8.732 327 

^ Under 18 years 2.522 ^ 97 

18 64 years 5*263 ~ 1^8 

18-24 years 989 49 

2504 years 840 32 

35-44 years 998 ' 24 

45-54 years . L26Q 47 

55-64 years 1.176 46 

65 years and ^vor 947 .33 



lu families with some farm self-employpent incomo, 
6y race. Spanish origin, and sex. March 1976 

Number of persons - Percentage distribution 

"1 . Spanish . j , 

origin' ^^'^^^ 

-Periffnt 

100 0 

37 2 



Spanish 
origin" 


Male 


Female 


White 


Black 


Thousonds 


















106 


4.788 


4.351 


100 0 


100 0 


39 


K411 


V 1.240 


28 9 


29 6 


60 
16 
13 

9 
13 

9". 


2.854 
600 
471 
498 J 
661 
623 


2,650 
/ 451 
[ 409 
530 
655 
604 


60 3 
11 3 
9,6 
11,4 
H4 
13 5 


60 4 
150 
97 
J 3 
14 4 
139 


7 


523 


461 


108 


100 



S6 5 
15 1 ( 
12 3^ 

86 
12 3 

.8 2 

6 3 



1000 
29 5 

59 6 

12 5 
98 

104 

13 8 
HO 

10 9 



erJc • 



1000 

29 5 

60 9 
104 

12 2 
15 1 

i:;; 9 

106 
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employment as their only meome source, compared 
wi^h 15 percent &l Whites (table 2) However, when 
wage and salary income was received. Blacks were 
most likely to have these additional earnings only, 
whereas Whites most 'often also haU other income 
sources There are only slight differences by race in 
the proportion of recipients reporting lacome from 
*any other sources 

A somewhat different picture emerges when farm 
families are examined by degree of dependence on 
farm income Ratws of family farm iricome to family 
total mco;ne show *hat Black fam'ilies tend to be less 
dttpendefit than White families [table 6) Nearly half 
ofi'ill Black farm income people were in families 
that acqyired less than 25 percent of thefr total m- 
come from farming The comparable proportion 
among Whites w^ under <i third Thus supplemen- 
tal tncomo whetever the source, appears relatively 
moro important lo Black families than White ' 
families 

/Education 

Tompulsory school attendance laws, rising sociieco- 
nomif status and changing nofms concernr-^ the 
value of education havo contribVed to a national 
increase in educational attainment Historical infor- 
matfon on the farm income study group is not avail- 
nbJo as such, however, there is gmple dopumenta- 
tion |hat the education of farm ope^:ators has risen 
rapidly 

In 1976 the median numW of school years at- 
londH by farm income recipinfljs was 12 years 
While data on years of school completed are not 
available for the r6f ipient group, theif level would 
bo flose to the national median of 12 3 years (16) 
The f'enpiont group Showed no notable differences 
rn mt»dian nymbcx of school years attended by 
region of residence, metropolitan status, or sex but 
as IS trui* of the total U S -population. Black recip- 
ients and also those of Spanish origin had substan- 
tially lower medians 

**• 

Addiltonal inf ome sourcqs had tittle relationship to 
median years of school attended There were, how- 
ever two exceptions fl) The level was consistaotly 
higher for persons combining wages and salaries 
with solf^emplrtymont income: and (2) Thb level was 
contrastingly lower for persons witb farm self- 
employmentand some other nonspecified income 
These variations nray well bo largely determined by 
age difforejices 



The median measure summarizes overall eckica- t ' 
tional level, but fpr some groups the dislribution-of 
people above and below t^s estimate vanes For in^ 
stance, a much higher proportion of metropolitan 
^ recipients went to college than did nonmelropolitdn ^ 
recipients, a difference characteristic of the general 
popiriation as well (table 12), Educational distnbu^ 
lions by sqx revealed an atypical pattern. In both 
1970 and 1976, female recipients were more iikety 
than mgies to have goije to college (table 13} How^ 
ever their nonfarm counterparts show the opposite 
pattern of proportionately lower attendahce It is in- 
teresting to note that at the other end of the dis- 
tribution a smaller share of females than males, 
after 8 years of elementary schooling, continued to 
high school 

Reglonol distributions of farm income F^ipients 
among broad educational categories show mere 
-southern recipients m the elementary school cate^ 
gory than their counterparts elsewhere, and rjiore 
recipients in the combined North and West than 
South at the high school level 

ContraryT^ what might have been Jound among 
earlier generations of recipients, differences m 
educational leyel were minimal This development 
however, is consistent. with overall trends showing a 
narrowing of educational gaps among subgroup^of 
our Nation's population 



Family Characterfsfics 

Farm income families— those that>onlained at least 
one member who received some farm self^emftfoy^ 
meni income— numbered 2 6 million in 1^76 (table 
14) Ihese families, like farm resident families, hdve 
a higher than average number with both husband 
ahd wife present^ Ninety-four percent of all farm 
come families were of the husband-wife type the . 
comparabk* proportion for their nonfarra counter/ 
parts was 84 pei^con't f 
■ * 
' Nationallv there has been an increase in the num^ 
bor of families headed by women and m 1976; they 
made up 13 perren! of all families (17) This family ^ 
typo was dlso present m the recipient group but to 
a much lesser extciit— 4 percent 

More than half of all farm income families did not 
have a member under 18 ye^rs of age. a proportion 
signifit^antlv higher than that of 44 percent for the 
general population Farm families that did contain 
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Family Characteristics 



young members were more likely to have one or 
W>re 6 to 17 yc^ars old than small children. lesi> 
than a fifth contained a child under 6 ye^rs of age 
The ilbovje average proportion of fdmihes vnth no 
t-hildron presenl reflects the constderdbly older age 
profilc*Df the recipient population. 

The inLidence of families with (hildreii w^s some- 
.whdt more pronounced among farm Uitume families 



liwing in Ihe North and We^l Nol uiiK wert families 
outside the South murt. likely lo have t^hildren 
sent, but youn>^. children in particular Isinclten ptr- 
cepi of the farm i^Lome fdrtiiliei* lumg in the Nur , 
^^Jj^rn and Western Stales had at Icasl^une child 
under 6 years old as opposed lo 14 percent amonj^ 
those living m the Southern Stat^js I his regional 
disparity is thought to be a reflection Sf differences 
in age t;omposition and or fertiliH Ictt Is 



Highest grade 
of school attended 



Table l2~Educational level of persons with some farm self-employment income. 
^\ by residence and region. March 1976 ^ 

Number of persons PerccntaRp distribution 



L'nitod \Ielrt> Non- 
status politan metro- 
pohtan 



North 

and 
V\esi 



United 
St^ilos 



Metro- 
pohtdn 



Non* 
mptro- 



All p<'rsons 



f-lf*mf*nlarv 
Lc'S<* th<in 8 \eHrs 
8 vears « 

High vhool 
1-3 Vf*fl|rs 
' 4 vear*( 

Coltogp 
1-1 vear<i 
4 ypars find'over 



3 066 

293 
507 



452 

.1 on 



417 
384 



A. 

77^ 



56 
96 



BA 
250 

$ 

12Q 
154 



South 

Thousands- -Peneut 



South 



2 290 1 208 



236 
411 



368 
763 



291 
220 



217 
158 



191 

330 



149 
163 



1 858 

76 
349 



261 
66 



268 
220 



1000 

95 
165 



14 7 

33 0 



136 
125 



1000 

7 J 
12 ) 



10 8 
)2 2 



16 2 
21 1 



1000* 1000 



10 ) 
160 



16 1 



127 
96 



180 
HI, 



158 

27 J 



12 3 

13 5 



North 
'in<i 
West 



1000 

4 1 
18 8 



14 1 

36 8 



14 4 
119 



Table 13— Educational level of persons with some f^fm self-employment income. 

by race and sex. March 1976 ' 



Highest grade ' 
^ of school attended 



Afl persons 

Elomonlary 
. Loss than 8 years 
8 years 

High school 
1-3 years 
4 years 



College 
1-3 years v 
4 yoars'and 6ver 



Number of persons 
White Black Mafe Female 



2.956 



245 
485 



437 
991 



416 

383 



Thousands- 



86 



43 
14 



14 
15 



2.7G5 



260 
429 



921 



360 



361 



33 
78 



51 
91 



57 
51 



^ ^ Percentage distribution 
ffhite Black Male Female- 



1000 



8.3 
164 



14 8 

33 5 



14 1 
11 0 



100 0 



Pore en f 

1000 



5a 1 
16 5 



156 
17 7 



96 
159 



14 8 
14.1 



1 i 1 
12 1 



1000 



9 1 
21 5 



143 
25 1 



157 
14 0 



r />*ro nr a numU*r whi< h foundt (o irro or a pcrc<ml which rpund^ lo le** ihjn ^\ 



Family 



Ta€t6riitlct 



Table 14— Family charactefiattca of persona In families with some farm self-employment Income, 

by race and Spanish origin, March 1976 



Family characteristic 



Total 

Type of family'^ 

Husband-wife family 
• Other male head 
Female head 

Own. never-marned 
children under 18 years 
of age 
None 

I or mdre, all under 6 
1 or more. so;ne under 6. 
some 6-17 
I or more, all 6-17 

Family member's 18-64 years 
of age 
None 

1 member 

2 members • 
3-4 members 

^. 5 or mor^meinbers 

Family members 65 years of 
age and over 
None ^ 

1 member 

2 members 

3 or more members 

Earnerssin family 

1 member* > 

2 members ^ 

3 members 

4 or more rilombers 



Number Number of persons Percentage distribul ion 

famies ^ h.le^ Black Spam^ ^^^^^^^ white Black Span^^h 



303 



Ratio of family mcoflfie lo 
poverty level. 
Below poverty level 
100-124 percent of poverty 
. Ifevoh " 128 

1?5-149 percent of poverty 
•level ' 116 
150 percent and above * 
poverty level ^ / 2.029" 





I- 



Thousands 



2,575 8.732 327 



2.4 32 

66 
97 



1.351 
181 

247 
796 



228 
244 
1.484 
574 
45 



1.998 
294 
272 
12 



1.043 
1,016 
345 
170 



106 



100-0 



Percent 

1000 1000 



— 2 Zoto or i\ number which rouruJ» lo zero or a percent which round* to le** than 0 [ 
Perwns of Spiini^h oritfm may bo of any race ^ 

— ■^ 



100 0 



8.094 


296 


100 


• 93 7 


92 7 


90 4 




280 




4 


2,6 


3 2 


40 


3 4 


358 


18' ■ 


2 


3 8 


4 1 






3.367 


155 


25 


52 5 


38'6 


47 4 


• 

23 8 


630 




15 


7.0 


7.2 




14.7 


1.287 


33 


8 


96 


14 7 


10 2 


. 76 


3,448 


139 


57 


30 9 


39 5 


42 5 


.54 0 


581 


20 


2 


8.9 


6 7 


6t) 


2.0 


^686 


11 


5 


95 


7 9 


3 3 


4.5 


^.805 


127 


5? 


57 6 


55 0 


38 8 


49.3 


2.365 


149 


35 


22 3 


27.1 


45,6 


33 1 


295 


21 

• 


12 

I 


1 7 


3 4 


6,3 


U 1 


7.247 


242 


93 


77 6 


83.0 


73 9 


88.5 


^ 866 


61 


6 


.11.4 


9.9 


18 6 


5.6 


578 


25 


6 


10 5 


6 6 


7.5 


6.0 


41 






5 


5 






3.204 


120; 


21 


40 5 


36.7 


-36 5 


19.7 


3,184 


117' 


50 


39,5 


36 5 - 


35 8 


47.3 


* 1.397 


^ 37 


18 


13.4 


16.0 


11.2 


17.3 


948 


54 


17 


66 

• 


10.9 


16.5 


15.7 


K086 


140 


16 


118 


12 4 


42 ^ 


14.8 


/461 


26 

• < 


11 


50 i 


5.3 


79 


•10?6 


I428 


25 


6 


4.5 


4.9 


7 8 


5.5^ 


6.757 


136 


73 


78 8 


77 4 ^ 


41 4 


, 69 1 
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Family Characieristics 



Tht3 great m<i|orit> uf persons rec eumK bume fdrm 
seiremplo^me;^! income w<^re household he<uli> 
(table 15) The'i>ecun(l l<i^«esi j^ruup of re<ipientb 
wOre pvimaty individuHLs. fuliuued b\ Ihuse livin>^ ifi 
their parents hogsehold-*-at>uul 9 out of uverv 10 
such pei'sonb v\en? m<ileS (Uible 16) The domin<inu' 
of males \n ihib i<iU^urv m<u reflcH t fathur-bon 
enterprises <ind or ihv hij^her Rrob<ibililv of a son 
rather lh<in <i (f/ili^hU'r i<ileinji uu'r the farm upon 
the pareixl s semi-retiremenl or e^en complete 
retiremeftt from active farmmj? ' ^ 

Although most roripjents were primary family me;n* 
bers, (here were 268.000 primary mdividuals— 
those who reported they lived alone or with some- 
one not related Exact proportions in these two 
categories are not known but at the national le^el 
the vast maioritv were sm^?)e*person households In 
the farm income «roup. this household type includes 
many elderly women who survived their husbands 
and live alone About half of all female recipients 
were widows and abgul two-fifths were 66 years , 
ol<J or Jver 

tarm im omi' Lifnilieb iver< about a^urdj^e m bua 
with 3 4 persons in 1976 However there wtw ^ 



signtfit <int ddferua i S bt^Uu ^h iarm onit 
families and Uu'ir nonfrirm i ounterj^^ij Is Uu 
ntiitibers of pursoas i^arjiiu^i -^omv nuanu W^xmi 
Iwo^fiflhs of both f<irm <uitd uonfaim lamtiit s luui un- 
ly ont; person earning ifu ouiu (farm <ind or 
nonfWmj but the farm famda's lwt^ It'ss Jjk< K lo 
ha^euwu earners <md mure JiKefv lj> bciu three or 
more earners Despiti mun e<iriit rV pt r im- 
dian famdv mi ojjft- lor'lm' L'um lUi onu n t ipn^al. 
^jroup was nol.siKnifii anils diUuenl hom tht ir iwii- 
farm (ounterpartb 



A bomewhdt hijiher lh<in average mc id^m v of 
poverty was noted in the farm mt omv papulation 
Further national different es in p(>\ert*, Irwl b\ 
race were also eudenred jn tht^ ^ircnip rinci to a 
greater extent About 12 percent uf Whit* farm in- 
come people and 43 percent of Blaf wvrv below 
the poverty level compared with ha-d una 1 pi^rrt^nj- 
ages of 10 and ^1 for Whites and Bl<i( rr^spet - 
tively Traditional regional and residentuil dif- 
ferences were alsa present, with bignjfif antK 
higher proportiuns m^e South iiiid kU uuhm* tri>pt*li 
tan arOdS falling below Ihe poverlv lev*^l [table 17; 



■ 



Table 15— Family characteristics of persons with some farm self-employment income. 

by residence and region^ M^rch 1976 * 



Family chardr terislu 



All persons ' 

NiantfU stditu<^ 
Married 
Widowed 
_ Divorced or 
separated 
Novor marrLe<i 

Relationship to ' 
head 
Head 

JjVife of head 
Child of he«d 
• Other relalivo o'f 
head 
■Secondary family 

mombor or 
^individual 
Primary in4ivi<Vudl 



c ■ 

United \ Me 
State<i pohtan 



ERIC 



Nom^r of persons 



Metfi^). Non^ 
metro- 
politan 



Souih 



North 
-West 



UniK^d 
Stf^tes 



Per< ^-ntajff* distribulirm 
Metro-. J^^X , . 







- Thousands - 










3,066 


776 


2.290 


\ 208 


i.85e( > 


1000 


1000 


2 AM 


601 


1 832 


967 - 


1 465 


79 i 


77 4 


237 


62 


176 


104 


133 


7 7 


60 


9? 


35 


^3 


43 


56 


3 2 


4 5 


298 


78 


219 


9^ 


204 


97 


10 1 


















*• • 






















79 3 ^ 




2?4 33 


586 


1 847 


976 




75 5 




49 




38 




36 


6 3 


185 


. 42 


144 


64 


121 


60 


54 


49 


i 

17 
■ 


32 

• 

* 


21 


29 ' 


1 6 


.^2 2 


22 


10 


12 


8 


14 


r 


I 2 


268 




195 


101 


166 


87 


04 


• 




• 

* 

* 
















• 


20.' 


r ' 





-Percent 
1000 



80 0 
*77 



28 
90 



60 6 
26 
6 ) 

1 4 



5 
85 



100 0 



80 1 
86 



78 



80 8 
5 * 
I 7 



7* 

84 



North 



100 0 



78 9 
7 2 

JO 
11 0 



78 4 

36 
6 5 

1 5 
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Employment CharacteristicSv 



c. 



Table 16 



Family characlcnslic 



All persons 

Marital status 
Married 
Widowed 

Divorced or separated 
Never married 

Relationship to head 
Head 

Wife of head 
Child of head 
Other relative of head 
Secondary family 
member or individual 
« Primary individual 



— Famllj' characteristics of persons with son^e'farm self-employment income, 
by race and sex. March jl076 



White 



Number of persons 
Black Male 



FctQale 



Percentage distribution 
White Black Malp Female 



-Thcusfinds' 



Percent 



2.956 


86 


2705 


361 


100 0 

• 


100 0 


lOO.O 


100 0 


2,354 


• 

64 


• 

2.318 


• 

114 


79,6 


74 3 


85 7 


31.6 


226 


10 


54 


184 


76 


116 


,20 


50 8 


89 


5 


68 


31' 


30 


5 5 


25 • 


8 5 


287 


7 


265 


33 


9 7 


8 6 


98 


9 1 


2.355 


64 


2.354 


• 

79 


79 6 


73 5 


87.0 


21 9 


105 


5 




<109 


3,S 


54 




30 2 


176 


7 


'l70 


\15 


60 


86 


63 


43 


45 


4 


33 


16 


1 5 


44 


1 2 


.4 4 


19 


2 


20 


2 


. 7 


28 


7 


• 4 


256 


5 


128 
* 


140 , 


87 


53 


4.7 


38 7 

> 



= Zero Of a number which founds Jo zpfo or a percent which rounds to W% than 0 I 



EmploymentXharacteristics 

Abouffuar-fifths all farm seif-employmenl income 
recipienls were m the labor force, either working or 
5>eekjnK work in March 1976 (lable i8J The remain- 
ing fifth ware nol technically m the labor force but 
di3 roceivQ some farm solf-employmenl income in 
1975 Mai>y are believed to hove been retired peo- 
ple or Atduws who continued lo function as land- , ✓ 
lards> uf farming operaliono Cflhers may have ac- Vv 
lually engaged.in farming the previous crop year f 
but had since retired Additiunally. a fraction might 
have had a fairly small farming operation, but did 
not I onj>^dir thcmselvej> as working during IRfe 
survev week 

rbe rale uf Mbor fun e participation in the popula- 
tion as a whule was ab(jul 60 percf}nl Compared lo 
ltv>ir respective nonfarm groups, rales of partic 
tiOn among the recipients were above average ir- 
respe(tivf^ of rate metropolitan status, or region Tjf 
rosidenro 

Overalls employed reiipienls lyero more likely \^ be 
pnmarilv engaged in agric ulluro than in nonagnc ul- 
liirj^ industries However, 44 percent indicated 
prjmary emplo>mont in nonagricuttural pursuits 
whiih dire« tly' reflects the fre(|uonc y of holding luu 



er|c »6 



or more jobs among personj> employed in agrirul- , 
lure In May 1976. over 800.000 multiple lobhoIdeTrs 
one-fiflh of the national total, had at ieaj>t one 
^agricultural job (21] Thcjie individuals were ' 
primarily nonagricultural wage and salarv workers 
who operated their own fdrms> as a j>econday fob 

Some variations in the likelihood of primary agricul- 
tural ^rniploymen^jmay bp noted Both female recip- 
ients and those living \^ melfopolitan aro^ were, 
more likely to be engaged primarily in off-farm work 
(tables 18 and 19) Those living in the combined 
North <ind West were mor^e likely to be primarily 
employed in agriculture Ihan Ihose in the remainder 
of the country. This regional disparity also emerges 
when farm operators are examined in terms of thetr 
prim ipal occupation According to the 1974 agri(ul-' 
turaJ census. 69 percent of the farm operators living 
in the North and West reported lhat Ihev spent al 
least half of their worktime in farming Only 5 4 per- 
cent 6f southern farm operators indicated that 
farming was their principal ocnipation > ^ 

I hi leading be i upalional i lassific aUon of persons 
riHCiving «n)me farm self-employment inf4ime was 
farm operators nnd farm managers those reci|> 
lenis not pnmarilv ungaged in the agriiultural 
workfurie were most uflen wage and salary oarnors 



Table 17— Family characteristics of persons, with some farm selPempIoyment incomei 

by residence and region. March 1976 







InitiNj 
St.Hes 


MetriH 
poll tan 


\on 
mi'trch 
pobtan 


South 


\(irth 


{ nile<J 
StatiN 


\t"tr<>. 
pohtan 


\nn- 
m**l r<>- 
pobtan 


lOtHD 


North 
ctdd 












Thousor^ds 










P*»r< i*nt-' 








• 


























Aii per^^ons in Lumiho's 


9 no 


2 )6] 


6 779 


i 526 


501 ) 


1000 


100 0 


100 0 


100 0 


1000 






Fvnp of f^milv 
Olher m,iU^ hodd 


8^462 
295 
182 


2 158 
85 
118 


6 i04 . 
210 
264 


) 2)5 
121 
171 


5 228 
,174 
2tl 


92 6 
4 2 


91 4 
)6 
50 


9)0 
• ) 1 

39 


f 

01 7 
i 4 
4 8 


9) 1 
i 1 
18 


• 




X)wn ne^er-marned rhildron under 
18 vo.irs of a^e 
None 

1 or more a\\ undor 6 

1 or mofo ^omc under 6 >om#» 6-17 

1 or more ^^11 6-1 7 


i 546 
642 
1 )40 
1612 " 


026 
171 
281 
98 i 


r 

2 619 
471 

1 059 

2 629 


1 580 
167 
502 

1 27j:^ 


1 966 
• 475 

818 

2 n4 


18 8 
70 
14 7 
J9 5 


39 2 
7 2 
"119 
, 41 6 


)8 6 
70 
15 6 
)8a 


44 8 
4 7 
14 2 
)6 2 


)5 0 
85 
149 
41 0 






Fdmilv members 18-64 \o<*rsof dge 

1 m(*mbor ^ 

2 m('ml>ers ^ 
M mom}x?rs 

5 or moTv m<>mlK*r<* 


bU5 

700 
4 967^ 
2 551 

n6 


150 

170 
1 214 
^ 638 
169 


455 
530 
1 733 
1 911 
148 


249 
127 
1 869 
994 
87 


> 

356 
171 
3 099 
1 557 
22^ 


6 6^ 

7 7^ 

54 4 
27 0 

IT 


6 4 

7 2 
52 1 
27 0 

7 1 


6 7 

78 ' 
55 1 
28 2 

2 2 


7 1 
9 ) 
5)0 
28 2 
2 5 


6 1 
60 
55 2 
27 7 
4 1 






r<imii\ nuTTiDrrs oa viMfs oi hko nn(l ovor 
\onr 

1 m<*mlK»r 

2 moml)erN 

J or mor#> member s 


7 564 
931 
603 
41 


c 

1 958 
238 

■'f 


5 600 
694 
418 
41 


2 824 
428 
264 
11 


4 740 
504 
339 
10 


82 8 
10 2 
06 
5 


82 9 * 
10 1 
70 


82 7 
10 2 
05 
6 


80.1 
12 1 
7 5 
) 


84 4 
90 
60 ' 
5 






iP<*rners in family 

1 meml)or 
^ 2 m(>m})ers 

J 111 t 111 It 

4 or more memU»rs 


1 )51 ' 
1 328 
1 456 
} 002 


811 
841 
J55 
113 


/ 

2 522 
2 487 
1 101 
669 


1 251 
1.441 

571 
260 


2 102 
1.885 
, 885 
742 ' 


30 7 
16 4 
15 0 
11 0 


15 2 
15 G 
15 0 • 
14 1 


)'7 2 
10 7 
16 2 
00 


)5 5 
40 9 
16 2 
7 4 


)7 4 
)10 
15 8 
1 ) 2 


B 
o 


• 


Ratio of f*imilv imorrv* to povortv level 
Billow poverty level 
100-124 p^'rcent of poverty fevel 
125-149 percent of povertv level 
150 pment and aU)ve poverty level 


1 260 
487 
455 

6,918 


22a 
66 
92 
1 9?<) 


1 016 
421 
16) 

4.950 


569 
190 
227 
2 540 


690 < 

227 
4 198 


118 

50 
75 9 


9.5 

)0 
8)8 


54 
7)2 


16 1 

6 5 
72 0 - 


12 ) 

40 
78 4 


B 

s 


f 


^ Zero or a numlxct which foA«l<i to h'to or 


t piTiifil whKil p<>und<* to \v\H Ihan 0 1 . 












# % 


S" 


1 
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^able J B— Economic characteristics oi persons uUh seme farm se)^emplo\mera intomt^ 
\ " h\ residence and roj^inn March 197G 
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Etnplovmcnt Cliarncteristics 



vvith t\hilr- i>r l)lui'-<-oll.rr on updtions While rn ip- 
u^nls \vf*n' ahoul <*qualh div^ided between tht»i»e U\u 
major upational groups females and those ret ip- 
i^'rits rrsidjng m metropohtan areas ^ere more 
iifiMH vM^jrkinK fn \^hl^^Mulla^ occupations^ Eduta 
tiiKi il ilaLi shovy, that these tuj> groiips ha+e the 
fi*iih* -^i pr*jpA*rtion u»Jh some college, tramtn^^ ami 
Ihii^ umdd he mosl qihihfKul fur .su(h v\urk iMa^ k 



r T »f ."i^ f irm / ^ 

7 . 



re4 ipa nls ^vjUi tht ii lout r 
st<ilus uei** i uiu <»fil!ateil jii JiUjt 
lohs 



/■ 



: tillai anil s^'ri u e 



A^n< ultuH* ua^ alsu hj[) imliislrj il < Jassifi! 
U\H\ (,**n^*j^»lK r"( ipif^iHs fiMi r>rkmv: pnei'-s tn 
<ijin» ulturt* m<jst lo l>t' **mpluv<*d in 

majiufa* iuiui^ nldtjibtrit-r UlMr^ l<M^,hn>2 mdusii^ 
Sroups wvn' (r ule prtjff'^sional ^*'r>.i(t»s cuul mjtj 
vlru(ti()n With th*^ exrrpU/jn of the domm^mu^ ul 
aj^riurltur*' ci sofiiruhii ^idttTMit pt< tiu** J^m**r^:e- 
uheii uu f .mil > ul rr* ipp^iil ^ ri* r ( uns'uferrd 
\!anu( n ^^i^ln^ riv \ i^Mdiiii. pnniri' ^ ij?dus!r), ^n/tip 
pfTt.uiu Till \\h)t<*s in I n.il^' ^ Mrlv Hln^^ t*'<hi v? 



Tttble 19— Economic characteristics of persons with some farm «»elf-empIo\fneni irKottii*, 

by race and se^, March 1976 
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Concliilloas 



KiuU rt \u:>[ aj> likolv lu be p?im<jril> c^ploved^n 
Ir.ifispnrlaliun i urpmuniiutiun and public utiliUfes 
wbilv fum<il(s wvn most oflen employed in profes- 
sioiVal s(»r\i(vs o 



• Conclusadns ' / 

K»rm b(»ll (*mplo\ment im omu is a tenuous identifier 
. uf prrsons with strong iieV to dgncullure Both farm 
jticomr djiii farm resident pegplt; are often ei^aged 
in nonfarm as \vt»H as farming activities Therefore, 
il IS not surprising that the great majority of farm 

onoTe recipients reported nddilional income 
sourt rs U^iKe and salar> earnings were the most 
, frrijiH^nth reported and contributed significantly to 
impro\<;d income levpls -Manv recipients also [ 
i*'nn\rd addifujnannuimo from i>ources such 
prupi rtv atul inUYi;^ intustmunls social security, 
and reliremeni *lh^.s. (unsidenng farm income 
ulunt' li'nds lu urtderslale overall income levels and 
is a poor mdit aU>r of Uburall vxell-being. f 

farm inuimt families also evidenced little relation^ 
ship belwoen the level of farm mcome and total 
famiK intumt Gtnerall> families vMth high farm in- 
uync alsu h(iil high lulal incuinie but more impor- 

^'"^nt famjius wilh luw farm income and even^ega- 
(ibt; farm ini uma uften l)^J||^sutjstantial total income 
In fa* I a fourth uf all farrtt income peopfe were irv ^ 
fdmjhri lhai n-purltnl a farra loss, but tht^ir mc^dian 

^ \ni itme I(*u'l oflen cx(oed(*d tbose for fa'mihes with 



positive income from farming The implication 
* therefore is (hat these io9^es tended to be rfither 
.small and suffu icnil\ offset b> income received 
from nonfarm sources ^ 

About 5 percent of all farm income people were m 
familfes with complete dependence onancome de- 
rived froni farming Perhaps if this studv had also 
mrludcd persons in families with farm wage and 
salary income, the results would have been some- 
vvhat different particularly in the degree of 
dependence There is little doubt that farm wage 
and salary earners also hava additional income 
sources but their farm earnings probabK make up 
y more significant share of the total 

Demogra^jhtc and socioecvnumic data on farm in- 
come people often chdrdcterue them ds distinctly 
different from their nonfarm tounlerp^iPls Previous 
research efforts have found simildr differences be- 
Iw^icn farm resident and nonfarjn rcjsidenl popul<>^ 
tions As fofm income people are afso ustfally farm 
residents, these findings-were expectpd 

This research has provided information not pre- ^ 
viousl> avaJfable on the number and characteristics 
of farm income people, but gaps in our knowledge 
still exist When more extensive data become avail- 
able from tlSe 1980 Census of Population; we will 
again analyze farm income people and assess their 
relalwe numbers and situation^ 
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. Definitions and Explanations 



Popu/ation toverofie Estimates in this report are 
based on data tabulated from the Match 1976 Cur- 
^ rent Population Survey of the Bureau of the Census 
They r.elate to the civilian nonin titutional popula- 
tion of the United States^ and members o'f the Armed 
Forces living off-post or with thi>ir families on post 

Mefropoljfan/Nonmefropohtan-Resjdence The 
population residing m Shindard Metropolitan 

. Statistical Areas {SMSA b} constitutes the metro^ 
pohtan population Tht metropolitan population in 
this report is based on SMSA'.s as defined in the 
1970 Population Census and does not include any 
subsequent additions^ or changes For the 1970 Cen- 
sus, except jn New England, an SNjSA was defined 
a^ a county or group of contiguous counties which 

, contains at least one city of 50.000 inhabitants or 
more, or twin cities'' with a combined population 
of at least 50.OQ{> In a<idition to the county, or coun- 
tjes.*contaming such a city or cities, contiguous^ 
counties were included in an SMSA if. accordmg to 
certain criteria, they were essentially metropolitan 
in character and v\ere socially and economically in- 
tegrated with the central county In New England. 
SMSA s consist of towns and cities, rather than 
counties 

The nonmetropoLlan population is the pdpulerhon 
that does not reside in SMSA's 

Geographic Regions The two major regions of the 
United States for whicb data are presented repre* 
sent groups of States « follows 

N*orth and West— Alaska. Arizona* Califor* 
nia» Colorado. Connect!* ^ 
rut. Hawaii, Idaho. Illi-^' 
nois. Indiana, fowa. 
, Kansas. Maine. Massa- 
chusetts. MichigarH Min- 
nesol'a. Missouri. Monta- 
^ na. Nebraska. Nevada. 

New Hampshire. New 
lersey. New Mexico. 
New York. North Dakota. 
Ohio. Oregon. Pcnnsyl- * 
vania. Rhode island. 
Sou\\\ Dakota. Utah. Ver* 
mont. Washington, Wis- 
consin. Wyoming 

, South— ATabama. Arkansas. Del- 
aware- District of Colum* 



^ bia. Florida. Georgia. 
Kentucky. Louisiana. ' 
Maryland. Mississippi. 
North Carolina. Oklaho^ 
ma.^outh Carolina. Ten- 
nessee. Texas. Virginia. 
West Virginia' 

Income For each person m the sample 14 years old 
and over, questions were asked on the amount of 
money income received in the preceding calendar 
year The various sources for which income is 
reported are defined as follows 

.Money wages— Includes total money 
' or salary earnings reqgivc^d for 
work performed as an 
employee during the in- 
come year 



Net income* 
from nonfarm 
self-employment 



-Includes not money in- 
come from one s own 
business, professional 
enterprise, or partner- 

^ship. 



Net md>me— Includes net money in- 
from farm self- come (gross receipts 
;4 employment minus operating ex- ' 
* * • ^ penses) from the opera- 
^ tion^of a farm^y a per- 

^ son on his/her own ac- 

Qount. as an owner, 
renter, or sharecropper. 
Gross receipts include 
the value of all products 
sold, gdvernmont crop 
loans, money received ' 
from the rental of farm 
equipment to others, and 
incidental receipts from 
^ the sale of wood. sand. 
\ * gravel, ctjc. Operating 

expenses include cost of - 
feed, fertilizer, seed, and 
other farming supplit^. 
cash wages paid to farm- 
hands, depreciation 
charges' cash rent, inter- 
est on farm mortgages, 
farm building repairs. 
^ farm taxes (not S^^te 
and Federal inctfme 
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DefloUIons and Explanations 



laxes), Gtc The value of 
fuel. food, or other farm 
• products used for family ' 
itving IS not included as 
part of net income 

Social security-'Includes social security 
income^ pensions and si^ivors' 
benefits, and pemlanent 
(jisabihty insurance pay- 
ipents made by the 
Social Security Admin?5- 
tr^tion prior to deduc* 
tionsior medicaJ in- * 
surance and railroad 
retirement insurance - 
^ checks from the 

Government "Medicare^* 
reimbursements are not 
included 

SupplementaC-Includes payments made 
Security Income ' by Federal, Stale, and 

bcal welfare agencies to 
' f5w*income persons who 
are (1) aged (65 years ^ 
ofd or over), (2) blind, or 
\ (3) disabled 



Publrc- 

Qssistenco or 
v/olfari^' 
poymentb-^ 



^ Dividends, in*« 
terest, income 
from estates or 
trusts, not reh< 
Kal income or 
royalties 



-^includes public assis- 
tance payments such as 

. aid to families with 
dependent children ^nd 
general assistancd 

-^Includes dividends fro^ 
stoctcholcfings or mem<t 
bordhtp in associations, 
- Intei^QSt on savings or 
'fcBras, periodic receipts 
from estates oi; trust 
fundi, net income from, 
rental ofj^-hotise, store, 
or other-property to ^ 
others^ receipts from 
boarders or lodgers, and 
n»^ royalties. 



Unemploymont-^Includes (1] unemploy- 
ment compensation 
received from govern^ 
ment Ainumployment in- 
surance agencies or 
private companies dur- 
'ing periods of unemploy* 



compensatipn,. 
Voterqos" 
payments, or ^ 
workorsf com- 
^ pen$ntion 



ment and-any strike 
benefits received from 
union funds, and (2) 
money paid periodically 
by the Veterans Adminis- 
tration to disableti 
members of the Armed - 
Forces or to survivors of 
deceased veterans, sub- 
sistence allowances paid 
to veterans for education 
and on-the*iob framing, 
as well a& so-called 
"refunds'* paid as G! in- 
surance premiums, and 
(3) Vborkers* compensa* 
tion received periodically 
from public or privafe in- 
surance companies for 
injuries incurred at - 
work. The cost of this in- 
surance must have been 
paid by the employer 
and not by the person 



Private and— Includes (1) private pen* 
' government sions or retirement bene* 
employee pen- fits paid to a retired per* 
sions son or his/her survivors 
by a former employer or 
by a union, either direct* 
ly or through an insur* 
ance compafny. and (2) 
\ government employee 

pensions received from * 
* reti/ement pensions paid 
by Federal, Stele, coun* 
ty» or other governmental 
agencies to former* em< 
ployoes (including mem* 
*v ' bers of the Armed 
* ForcGis) or their survivors. 



Receipts from the following sources were not in< 
eluded as income, (1) money received from the sale , 
of property, such as slocks, bonds, a house, or a car 
(utiless the person was engaged in the business of 
selling such property. In which case the nQt proceeds 
would be counted as income from soif-omployfnent), 
(2J withdrawals of bank deposits. (3) money bor- 
rowed, (4) io^i refunds, (5) gifts, end (6) lump*sum in* 
)ioritances or insurance payments. 
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Qeflnltloos and Explaoatlc^Dt 



Racp^ The*population is dijjfiwi mio Ihree groups on 
the basi^ of tace VVhitel^TilaTsk, and other races *^ 
« The last cntegory includes Indians, lapanese/ 
Chinese* and any other race except White and 
Black Estimdtes for other races are included in 
estimdtes for total (all racus) but are not shown 
separately 

Pen>ur\i> uf Spanish On^in Persons of Spanish orij?jn 
wfcrL delerrumed uft Iho basis of d tjuestion that 
dskfd for self^identification of the person s origin or 
des< eni This includes MexJLdns, Puerio Ritans. 
Giibdfis. Central or buulh Americans or some other 
Spanish ufigin Persons uf Spanish orjgin tdn be of 
any rare ^ 

Head of Fomily One person m each*family was"" 
designated as lie l^isad. usually the person regarded 
as the head bv members ottho family Women were 
not classiftpd as heads if (heir husbands vvere resi- 
dent at^the time of the survey 

Employed Employed. persons comprise (1) all 
civilians who during tht* specified week, did any 
work at all as paid employees in their ovrn business 
or prof(*ssion on Iheir own farm or viho worked 15 
hours or more as'unpaid workers on a farm or in a 
business operated by a memf)er of the family, and 
(2)^dl those.who Vv6n* not working but who had |obd > 
or businesses from wlilch they were temporarily al>- 
sent because of ^Iness bad'weather vacation. 
l<)l)or-management dispute, or for personal reasons, 
whether or noLlhey were paid by their omployers 
for time off^ anirwhelher or not they w<?re seeki{ig 



other lobS 



l/no/np/oyer/ Unemployed persons are (hose cjvdians 

duiinj; Iht ^urvi^v v^ank, had no 'employment 
ljuf wf rr dviiil«ibl* for work ,ind (IJ hud engagetl in 
inv spf f i\u jobs* i king at bvily mlbin the pqst 4 
*vpe!^s (2J v^iU rt<uliTig lo be udled back to a |i>b 



from which theyhad been laid off. or (3) were wait-* 
ing to report to a new wage or salary {ob within 30 
days 

Labor force The civilian labor force is comprised 
of all personsvclas^ified as employed or unemployed 

Not m the Labor Force All civilians^ 14 years old 
and over who.are not classified" as employed or 
unei^iployed are defined as not in the la^or force. 

Occupation oftd Industry Dat^ on occupation and 
industry refer lo the job held longest dunng (he in- 
come year Persons employed al (wo onnai;e jobs 
were reported in the lob at which^they workSd the- 
greatest number of hours The following major occu- 
pation groups are defined^as 

White-collar— Includes professional, 
workers technical, and kindred 
workers, managers and 
administrators, except 
farm; sales workers, and 
clerical and kindred 
workers 

Blue-collar— Includes craft dnd kin- 
workers drod workers, ope'ra- 
tives, except transport, 
transport equipment 
^ operatives* and laborers 

^ except (arm 

■ • 

Service workers— Includes service workerL 

excluding private hcftjse- * 
holds: and pnvate house- 
hold workers 



J^ounJm^ Indutdual figures are rounded to the 
nearest thousand wilhuut being adjusted to group 
totals Percentages <ire based on unrounded num-^ 
bers and rounded to (he nearest len(h of a percent 
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Economic Rnetrch Servipe 

The Lw^nt^iTiic Research Semwe ctmes out reseirch on the production and mirketing of m^or agncufturai 
comm^/^^alcs, ivreign agriwulture and trade, economic uie, conservation, and development of natural resources, 
Irends xn rui^l p;^piiUiion, employment, and housink, rural e^^onomic adjustment problems, and performance 
of the C S agncuUural^pdustry ERS provides objective and tunety economic information (o farmers, fantT 
orgamntiOTi qiembers, farm suppliers, marketers, processors, consumers, and others who make production, 
marketmg, and purchasing decisions, and to legislators and other public officiajs at the Federal, State, and loval 
government Ifevds * 

A 



32 



